Part |1.
Planning Assumptions and Policies

Wheneve apublic decison ismade, an analytical process generdly has preceded that decision
providing the factud and theoreticd context within which the policy choices are weighed and
considered. Each planning effort is inevitably bult upon theinformation gathered and past experience
as wdl as upon the adopted policy.

What follows is an enumeration of the planning assumptions which have provided the
context within which the Planning Board has developed itspolicy recommendations over the
pas decade. The assumptionsmay be ones of fact, as the Planning Board understands them,
which limit or direct the choices the city may make with regard to its development. Other
assumptionsmay takethe form of policy directions which appear to have been adopted by the
City explicitly or are implied in actions taken by the City in other matters and at other times.
These assumed facts and principlesare presented for functional areasparticularly pertinent
to land use planning concerns; al< provided is somediscussion of their originsand
implications.

The planning assumptions are followed by a compilation of the policies for each
functional area. These policies, which will help guidethe Planning Board and othersin
future planning decisonsand recommendations, reflect the changing context of our city and
our planning assumptions. The policies are discussed and explained in the acoompanying
commentary for each functional area.
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6. Land Use

The conplexity of thecity'sland usepattern is a signifi cant asped of
its gpped. How to regul atethe evolution of that pattern in the future
will require anumber of critica palicy choices affecting awiderange
ofissues and concemstha may bein conflict.

Assumptions

> The diversity of the dty's devd opment pattern is a major asse and

should befoge ed and protected.

> The closeproximity of a widevari ety of uses and activiti es r equires

careul consideration of buffer and trandtion reguiremernts.

> Thewide diversity of land usein the dty foders thesoda and

economic dive dtythat is one of Cambridge's enduring assets.

Thecity's higoric development patem, established |l ong beforethe
influence of the autormobil e, provides an intricae mosai ¢ of land uses,
scal es, densities and adivities tha are evident to anyonewho noves
through the city. The often lamented conplexity of the zoning mep is,
in part, areflection of that intri catepattern and of the policy choice,
through zoning, to refl ect thephyscal and use diversty ofthecity's
many nei ghborhoods and conmercia districts.

In Canbridge, many successful and stimulating juxtgositions of
differing uses and scales can be found within the same general use
category: the old multi-story brick apartment buildings in the
predominantly wood milieu charader of neighborhoods like Mid-
Canbridge and Agassiz or the dense conmercial Harvard Syuare
close by the green and | ush ambi ence of the large homes and spad ous
lots along Brattle Stredt.
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That irtricacy, however, dso has the potentid for very red conflict,
paticularly as more contemporary building forms and activities replece earlier
building types For example Massachusetts Avenue between Havard and
Centrd Squares has many illustrations of how the juxtgposition of very high
density commercid uses and low scded residentid neighborhoods has proved
more jarring than stimulaing Harvard Street between these same two squares
illustraes how the same use -dense multi-family apatment buildings -has a
conpletdy different inmpact when the physicd forms change: a 1920s murtyard
buil ding is amuch more benign ne ghbor than its 1960s car dependent cousn.

Thechallengeto the City and its citi zensi s to recogni zein public policy and land
useregul aionthevery real but different problenms tha sudh diversity may engender in
both exi ¢ing neighborhoods and emerging new development digrids.

Assumption

> New and evalving devd opment ar eas have the gr eatest | atitude asto
charader andtype of devd opment and offer the potential for innovative and non-
traditional mixes of uses and scal es of development.

Experience withthecity's higori ¢ development patem suggests that diversty inuse and
building formis apodtive apect of livingin Cambridge. That experienceis
appropriatdy appliedin the newly emergingdevd opment areas where all aspeds of use,
density, and scal e are much | ess congrained by exiging devd opment patterns.

Thisdrawing illustrates the potential for a completely new environnent in
North Paint, the 70 acres of land in the extreme northeast correr of
Cambridge. The viability of housing, hotel, and office development in this
area was thrown into question by the Scheme Z ramp design for the
Central Artery. Even though a more acceptable design is now being
created, mary steps remain to be taken before this mixed-usevision can be
realized.
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Given theincreas ngly important need to mediate beween potentially conmpeting
public objectives - housng, jobs, environmentd quality, and tax revenue - the
flexibility found in these newly emerging development areas should not be
unnecessarily congrained by a rigid pdicy that would impose the higoric
devd opment patterns of adjacent naghborhoods on them Greater flexibility as
to form use, and density is appropriaeinthese emerging districts, subjed to the
careful condderaionofthe impacts on the adjacent esteblished nd ghborhoods.
Theopportunity to carefully fashion detdled plans, and zoning mechani sns to
implement them, suggeststha awider range of options and choices would best
serveall res dents and help strike abdancebetween the multiple objectives that
must find partid realizaionthrough the City's land use policies.

Assumptions

> Bythenatureof itsrathe fixed devd opment pattern and the eval ution
of the characteristi cs of some contemporaryland uses, Cambridgeis not
an appropriate | ocation for all kndsof devd oppment or pecifi cuses.
Withi n the city some uses may be appr opriatel yl ocated insome areasand
notin others.

> Thecity's pag devd opment pattern ses limits on the kinds, scale and,
ultimately, amount of development that can reasonably be acconmodated
without d gnificant har mto the characte and environmental quality of the
city;

> Asthecitysphyscal fabric changesover time, the evaving mix of uses and

activiti es should be balanced to minimizethe negativeinpads of change

on the community whileadvand ng its multipleland use palicy

objecti ves.
Canbridge is clealy not a clean date upon which any new form of urban
devd opment can bewritten or upon which writing can ocaur forever, without
limit. History and tradition have cmnspired to produce an urban environment
tha most feel is patiaulaly pleasng. The plessure is detived, in part, froma
physical environment tha has certain, irreducible charaderistics tha while
often difficultto definespedfically, neverthd ess exist. Thecity is not infinitely
flexible or accommodating; whilethe limits may vary from place to place, a
recognition that limits do exist is hd pful when palicy choiceshave to be mede.
For instance, with the approva of several large redevdopment schemes in
Harvard Squarein the 1980s, the remaining opportunities for additional lage
scal e development there are dinminishing rapidly. Continuing the trends of the
pas decadeinto the future would dearly redefine the character of the Square
and gquander its speda gped (for many, indeed, this outcome has clealy
already been
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The Red I.ine maintengnce facility
st in the 1927 aevial photograph
gave way fn the 1980s to the [FK me-
morial park on the Chaerlas River, with
the JFK School of Goverrmment and the
Charles Squdre mixed-use complex to
the north,

realized; definitions themselves are subject to considerable debate). The City has
recognized the validity of limitsin its adoption of downzoningsin residential
neighborhoods for more than fifteen years.

More specifically, the growing dependence on or desire for accommodation to the
automobile on the part of many companies, their customers and employees makes some
activities, where that dependence isirreducible, very difficult to integrate into the city's
physical structure without completely transforming it. A variation on thisthemeisfound in
general office use where the density of employee population can generate very high peak
hour traffic when the employees are car dependent. Such a use can be accommodated
when it islimited to those areas of the city where public transit can provide optionsto the
private auto.

Some uses, such as warehouse or distribution centers which are heavily dependent on
industrial grade truck delivery and distribution systems, may have no appropriate location

in the future in Cambridge.
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Land Use Policies
The City's land usepdlides providean ove all framewor k within which thepadidesin othe

functional areaswill present a noredetail ed picture.

Land UsePattern and Néghborhood Protection

Fundamental to setting agrowth policy direction for the future for Cambridgeis clarity on the
cluster of issues address ng how much change, if any, is accepteblein the built character of the
city'slong esablished red dential ne ghborhoods, and commercia squares and corridors.

With somelimited but signifi cant exceptions, the distribution of residentid and
nonres dential areasin the city has not changed s gnificantly sincethe early part of this century
when the dty'sdevd opment metured after aperiod of rapid indugridizaion. Zoning; sinceits
adoption in 1924, has tended to confirmand stabili ze that general distri buti on of uses.

Beginning in the 1960s tha balance began to shift somewha, particularly with regard to
ingitutiond expansion. A nore inportant, or & leas nore pervasveshift in the character of
sone residential neighborhoods and commercial squares was pronpted by a change in City
policy which envisoned these aress as growth centers gppropriate for private or public
redevd opment to noreintensive, revenue producing Uses.

Thetall buildings and noreintensive Ste development which ensued fromthat policy
produced areaction in the 1970s and 1980s. In those decades the phys cal stability of residentid
and commercia neighborhoods cameto be valued morethan thar potential to be sources of

revenue. That
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POLICY 1

Existing residential neighborhoods,
or any portions of a neighborhood
having an identifiable and consistent
built character, should be main-
tained at their prevailing pattern of
development and building density
and scale.

POLICY 2

Except in evolving industrial areas,
the city’s existing land use structure
and the area of residential and com-
mercial neighborhoods should re-
main essentially as they have devel-
oped historically.

viewpoint has continued into the present decade wi th aforthright recogni-
tion that there are resulting consequences for other public objedives
namely, tha theneed for new housing, especidly affordable hous ng, and
for new sources of revenue for the most part must be met el sewhere or
through creati veways whichdo notinvo ve who esd e transformeti ons of
the city's coreneighborhoods. This two-decadeold trend in public policy is
made explicitin theland use policies presented in thisdoaument.

Thecity's ndghborhoods, in al thar physicd varigy, providedecent

living environments not in need of redevelopment; norshould they be
sacrificed to moreintensedevd opment in purstit of other, perhgs | egitimate,
public objectives.
Padicy 1 is meant to recognize the inherent value of the city's many
neighborhoods as they have developed physcally; it isnot meant to suggest
tha these places should not change. Strict preservation is the province of
higoric or conservaion digrias. While retention of existing srudures is
encouragal, new condrudionis antidpaed and at times perhgpsdesrabl e.

Thepolicy isintended to recogni zethe general, prevailing character of a
neighborhood or portion of anei ghborhood: the densty of buildings, the
density of dwdling units, theprevaling character of setbacks, open pace and
theway that openspaceis |andscaped. Evenin fairly uniformy devd oped
neighborhoods there can be agreat varigy of building types and devd opment
patterns but the character the policy seeks toidentify is the prevaling one, not
thedense enomalies.

A cceptabl e change, consistent with the policy, woul d alow clealy
deterioraed or excessively dense environments tobe nodified or removed.

Conversdy, the palicy does notinply that dl or any partiaul arneighbor-
hood should beforced into unreasonabl e uniformity; theodd high-density
bridk apartment building should not be removed because it does not conform
to the general wood-framed, two-family charader of aplace.

Finally,Pdicgy 1 isnot intended to forecl ase opportuniti es for reasonabl e
incentives to provide affordabl ehous ng, as for exanpl e, increasng the
density of units within an existing building above that prevailingin theareaor
permitted by zoning when affordabl e units arethe d ear compensaing benefit.

Thecity's patem of residential neighborhoods and commercia squares
and corridorshas evolved over timeinto aconplex weave of landusethatis
well balanced and mutudly supportive. Policy 2 suggests tha afundamental
changeinthis patem, through expang on of commercial areas into esablished
residentid neighborhoods, or g gnificant eros on of commercial corridors and
squares through res dential expansion, is not antid paed, not encouraged, and
notdesred.
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Thislanduse patem isfairly accuraely reflected on the Gity's alopted zoning map. However,
consi gent with the palicy, tha map might be adj usted locally where the zoning designaion doesnaot
accuratdy reflect exiging and desired land use conditions. Neverthd ess, nowhol esal e changes are
expected.

The complexity of the city'sdevd opment pattern, whether in scale and dendty or use, isdesrable
and should be encouraged or retained. No parti aular ne ghborhood or sub-neighborhood, however, should
be expectedto exhibit the wholerange of differences present in thedty, as awhole.

Where aspecid paositive charader exists it shoul d be reinforced; conversely, physical diversity for
itsown sake and beyond definedlimits, when it bringsinits train negati ve i npacts or mean environments,
should not be pursued.

It i's gopropriate that the City's zoning regul ations should recogni ze and sust& n those podtive
differences but Policy 3does not pred ude phydcal expanson withinthelimitsset by the applicable zoning
digrict regul ations.

Inthedty's commercia districts partiaulaly, the vari ey of functions and patterns -fromdowntown to
neighborhood crossroads; fromhigh density, high-rise and | ow-rise distri cts to one-story conmercial strips;
from squaresserving the region to thelocd tdlor shop should bereflected inthe zoning ordinance and
other City policy; some modest adj ustments in regul ati ons, as for uses, heights and dendties, canbe
expected butthe general range should remai n and be strengthened.

In acity of Cambridge'sdensity and Iand use corpl exity, res dential usesin partiaular require
protection fromabutting nonresidentid activity. Policy 4 suggests tha minimal transition standards should
apply in al areas whereresidentid and other uses abut. Noise, visud clutter, shadows, glare, building scde
and Steadivity should al be cons dered.

Similar uses, induding residentid uses, at differing scal esshould also be subjed to transition
regui rements. In some cases uses themsel ves might be used as atrangtion mechanism as for exanple,
office use between residentid and retail orindugtrid activities.
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POLICY 3

The wide diversity of development
patterns, uses, scales, and densities
present within the city’s many resi-
dential and commercial districts
should be retained and strength-
ened. That diversity should be be-
tween and among the various dis-
tricts, not necessarily within each
individual one.

POLICY 4

Adequate transitions and buffers
between differing scales of develop-
ment and differing uses should be
provided; general provisions for
screening, landscaping and setbacks
should be imposed while in espe-
cially complex circumstances special
transition provisions should be de-
veloped.



The major imstituticns, prncpally
Lasley College, Marvard Linivorsity,
Mazsachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy and the hospitals, should be
limited to those aress that histori-
cally have bean occupied by auch
ugas and Lo abutiing areas that are
reasonably suited to instituticnal
expansion, as indicated by any instl-
tutional overlay district formally
sdopled by the Lity.
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Institutional Land Use

Centrd to any disaussion of the future of the City of Cambridge is theneed for a clear
underganding of the expected or antidpaed physca relaionship of the city's mgjor
educaiond and medicd institutionsto itsbusiness distri cts and residentid ne ghborhoods.

Whileapresencein thecity for three hundred years, i nstitutions, as acategory of land use,
began tohave apartiaulay dgnificant inpact on the city's physcal fabricin the 1960s with the
drametic growth of the educati on industry. Patly in response to thepressure of that growth
sonme of the City's regul @¢ory sandards were made moreliberal; in1961 mgjor changesinthe
zoning ordinance were adopted tha were intended, or had the effect, of facilitaing the growth
and expansion of the city'sinstitutional centers. Much high-dendty institutional devd opment
was planned and g gnificant el ements of it were congtruded in the succedingyears.

LandUse



Where actual physica condrudion did not ocaur institutional uses often expanded deg into
established reddential neighborhoods. In those years the City wes prohibited by stae law from
regul ating such uses in its res dential communities.

After witnessing two decades of such expans on, the City acuired sate authority to control
ingitutiond usesin its principal reddentia aress. In adopting regulaionsin 1981, the City esablished
adefacto incentivefor ingitutions to expandinto adjacent industrid and commercial districts.

The stagehas been se now in the early 1990s for a further reassessment of the rel ati onship of the
city'sinstitutions to public policy regarding physcal changeinthefuture. Cleay tha rel ati onship is
very complex.

Howpitds, the city's mgjor noneducational ingitutions, providevitd dired services to .

For such institutions reasonable
densities should be permitted in
residentid neighborhoods when stes are constraned. their core campuses to forestall

Insti tuti ons arei mportant empl oyment centers which are not subject to the vagari esof unnecessary expansion into both

. . . . commercial districts and low-density
economic cycles as commercial uses are; dtematdy they may ignorethe congraints of the . . .
Y yihey 9 residential neighborhoods.

Canbridge res dents; on the cther hand ther physcal expand on can severely impact adj acent

merketplace to the potentid disadvantage of thecity.

Universities takeproperty off thetaxrolls, but may mekein liau of tax payments to the Qty
treasury; they rempvetax paying commercia properties at criticd locaions fromthetax rollsbut a o
construct new tax paying developments andimpart added vd ueto the privateresidentid and
commercial comnunities that surround them they place demands on the dty'shoud ng supply but
construct affiliate housing whenthe privae market mght nat.

Astheuniverdties grow, their aulturd, soda and political impactinevitably increases (as for

ingtance approachi ng the 20% ownership

Holyoke Center, with its ground floor
retail and university administrative
offices above, combines business and
institutional uses in one complex.
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POLICY 7

Notwithstanding the limitations
implied in the above policy state-
ments, (1) the establishment of a
new center of tax-exempt, institu-
tional activity may be appropriate in
one or more of the city’s evolving
industrial areas and/or (2) the devel-
opment of a modest and discreet
institutional presence may be appro-
priate in any nonresidential district
when a combination of two or more
of the following benefits accrue to
the city:

1. Such action will permanently
forestall excessive development at
the core campus of an existing insti-
tution, in particularly sensitive loca-
tions; or

2. Existing institutional activity in a
core campus area will be reduced or
eliminated, particularly at locations
where conflict with existing residen-
tial communities has been evident or
is possible in the future; and

3. The potential for future commer-
cial, tax paying development is not
significantly reduced; or

4. The presence of a stable, well
managed institutional activity could
encourage, stimulate, and attract
increased investment in non institu-
tional commercial tax producing
development.

threshold which could enhancether influence on city-wide zoning efforts). At a
morelocal level they can come to contra the character of a given locality, as in
Harvad Square, with potentialy quite benign reaults. But universty polides
affecting such important community vdues are always subject to the changing
priorities of the individuds and adminidrations tha establish ingitutiond pdicy,
often beyond the contral of the City orits residents.
It is undergood that the campuses of the city's mgj or i nsti tuti ons cannot grow

without limit. At some point unlimited growthwould produce an institutional
presencetha would dom natethe community to thedetriment of thesodal,
physical, and economic diversity tha charaderizes Cambridgetoday . While tha
circumstance does not prevail now, and it probably can't bedefined with

sati sfactory precision, the always changing rd ati onship betweenthe city and its
ingitutions requires continua nmonitoring and apprasd to ensure that both evolve
in aharmonious and bd anced way.

Institutions impact on thecity is various and conplex but even smell
physical additions and changes can befelt keenly & theneighborhood level.
Pdides5 and 6 recommend that, all other condderaions bang equd, any
additions to the largeinstitutions' physical plant ocaur withinther existing
campuses, using exi ging facilities noreintensively or adding new facilities on
appropriate vacant sites. However, any more intensive useof the exi stingcanmpus
facilities should ocaur whereit will havethel eas external inpact on aljacent
residentid conmunities and will do thelesst harmto those campus features, like
open space and higoric buildings, that are of val ueto the entire community .

Neverthdess, thereisalimitto the amount of additiond devd opment that
can occurwithin core canpuses before the desrabl e goal of al lowing institutions
to adegpt and respondto changing academic trendsis outweighed by thel osses
sugainal by thelarger community when vdues shared by all are compromisad. In
this regard the Residence C-2 and C-3 zoning digrids, which regul ate much of the
devd opment onthe core campuses, are meant to provideflexibility; they are not
meant to inply aCity palicgy that the campuses should dway's bebuilt tothose
zones' full development potentid . Recogniz ng tha fact, some refinement of the
regul ations of the disrid might be appropriae, as for inganceahdght limit in the
Residence C-3 zone, to more precisdy definethe bounds beyond whidc physicd
changeis dearly ingopropriate fromthe city'spoint of view.

The City has developed aseries of ingitutiond overlay distri cts which define
those areasin Canmbri dge which are nost suitebl e for concentraions of
ingitutiond use. Thosedistri cts enconmpass the core canpuses as wd| as aljacent
lower density aress wheresome expansioninto abutting neighborhoods might be
appropriate. They asoidentify some adjacent commercia areas the City has
identified as locations for limited institutional expand on, athough the Gty hasno
authority to control thoseuses there.
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Pdicy 7 leaves open the poss hility that development of satelliteinstitutional use clugers,
in less ndtivelocaions, may beapreferred alternativeto increased development at the main
campuses orto expansioninto adjacent areas, and may be, fromacity perspedive, apositive
catalys for changes in ecnomic outl ook tha is encouraged by the City.

Nonresidential Districts and Evolving I ndustrial Areas

The effectiveness of many policies presented in thisdoaument will depend on the skill with
which the issues centering on the amount and scal e of devd opment and the mix of uses which
should be encouraged inthe city's evolvingindustrial areas are addressed.

These areas were the prind pd setting for thenew housing and commercia devd opment
occurring inthe city in the boomyears of the 1980s. Sone of the tal | est new buil dings and
denses devd opment ocaurred here. Thesedistri cts harbor the greatest potentid for new
devd opment inthe future. As aresult, these aress wil | be thesource of much of the city's new
revenuein futureyears.

At the sametimetheseindugrid digrids remain the setting for much older, low-densty
indugtrial buil dings suitebl e for the sart-up enterprises whic have fuel ed the Cambridge
econony inthelag hdfofthis century.

Deite thar relaively largesize (the Alewife area alone is nore than 300 acres) the
opportunities for future redevelopment in these aress are continudly diminishing & new
devd opment patterns are set, asis the case in Kenddl Square and in Eagt Cambridge. And
while some of these areas are relativdy remote from established ndghborhoods, externd
impacts like incressed traffic affect even the nost digant neighbothood @ physca
devd opment procedds.

With diminishing fl exi bility comes increasing conflica as the desire for additional
housing, new sources of revenue, proteded environments for start-up companies and generdly
improved environmental qudity must dl besatisfied in an increasingly morelimited area

Pdigy 8 is not meant to define the appropriae maxi mumdensiti es that should be
permitted inthecity (mog of thecity is now wdl abovethe threshol d ehove which modes of
travd other than the S ngle ocaupancy vehi cl e can be effectively developed). Rather the policy
suggeststha the most dense development shoul d refl ect the avail ability of trangt servi ces.
Conversdy, the avail ability of transt services should not mandatetha the maximum
devd opment density be allowed as cther policy objectives may playanmoresignificant role.
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POLICY 8

The availability of transit services
should be a major determinant of
the scale of development and the
mix of uses encouraged and permit-
ted in the predominantly nonresi-
dential districts of the city: the high-
est density commercial uses are best
located where transit service is most
extensive (rapid transit and trolley);
much reduced commercial densities
and an increased proportion of
housing use are appropriate where
dependence on the automobile is
greatest; mixed uses, including retail
activities in industrial and office
districts, should be considered to
reduce the need to use the automo-
bile during working hours. Similarly,
the scale, frequency, mode and char-
acter of goods delivery should play
an important role in determining the
appropriate density of nonresidential
uses anywhere in the city.




WhilethePlanning Board has cometo bdievethat the maxi mumdesirabl edensity in thecity,
regardl ess of circumstances and transit avail ability, should be estéblished & aFloor AreaRatio of
3.0, the mpg appropriatedensity at any given location will depend on avariey of factorsin
addition totransit service. Residentid uses may be more acceptabl e at ahigherdensity at any given
locaion thangenerd office use; conversdy generd office use at thehighes density may be
appropriate only when in close proximity to trangt service.

Pdides 9,10 and 11 do not sugges the spedfic range of densities, scale and he ghts tha are

appropriate thosefactors will vary fromlocation to location and should bedeterm ned by the
circumrstances prevailing

POLICY 9

The evolution of the city’s industrial
areas should be encouraged, under
the guidance of specific urban de-
sign plans, and through other public
policy and regulations such that:

1. Those areas can adapt to new
commercial and industrial patterns
of development;

2. The residential neighborhood
edges abutting such areas are
strengthened through selective resi-
dential reuse within the develop-
ment areas or through careful transi-
tion in density, scale and lot devel-
opment pattern;

3. New uses and varied scales and
densities can be introduced into
such areas;

4. Uses incompatible with the city’s
existing and future desired develop-
ment pattern are phased out.
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at parti cular locations and after detail ed analyss. Thediversity suggested need not be

repeatal at every locaionwithin every evolving indugrid area. That objectiveshould be
achieved as an outcome for thecity asawhole.

Thecity's multiple objedives -in finance, job creation, urban design, adgptéability to changing
econoni ¢ circurmstances, and hous ng inventory expansion -are most easly acconnodated in
theseindustrial aress withthe fewest conflids and compronises. However, the space resource is
not unlimted. Therefore, these many demands reguire careful planning and an urban design
framework toguide futurephyscal changes to achieve the maxi numbenefitsto thecity .

The Alewife Center plan for the former
W.R. Grace site is designed to incorpo-
rate an entry to Alewife Station with a
variety of buildings for office, hotel, and

retail use.
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POLICY 10

In some evolving industrial areas
multiple uses should be encouraged,
including an important component
of residential use in suitable loca-
tions not subject to conflict with
desired industrial uses, to advance
other development policy objectives
of the city:

1. To provide opportunities for those
who work in the city to live here;

2. To limit the use of the automobile
to get to Cambridge and to travel
within Cambridge;

3. To encourage more active use of
all parts of the city for longer periods
throughout the day; and

4. To limit the secondary impacts of
new development on the existing,
established neighborhoods. These
impacts may be both economic, as
in the increased demand placed on
the limited stock of existing housing,
and environmental, as in the in-
crease in traffic on neighborhood
streets.

POLICY 11

A wide range of development pat-
terns should be encouraged in these
evolving industrial areas at scales
and densities and in forms which
would be difficult to accommodate
in the city's fully developed districts
and neighborhoods. .




Special Uses and Environments

Pdicgy 12 recogni zes that the quality of lifein afuture Cambridgewill be
influenced by the way difficult but necessary usesor environments are accomnodated or regul ated.
Simlarly, tha qudity of life may changeif fragile environments do not receive the sped ali zed
attention they requirefor survival .
Certain necessary uses, like gasstaions and car repdr facilities and | ow-cost indugrid space for
start-up conpanies, havelost groundto moreintensive and/or financidly nore profitableland

mde\/d opment inthe past. In adition suc uses frequently produce environmentswhich are unpl easant

Those necessary or desirable uses or unatradive as nd ghborsto resdential uses. As aresult those attiviti es are frequently excl uded
and activities which require speciallyfiom the ist of permitted uses during rezonings without full gopred ation of thelong-term

tailored environments should be implicaions. Or, asisthe caseof low-costindustria space, natural market forces frequently hasten
provided for and those uses, activi- ) ) ) .
ties and development patterns whichthér demisewhen theirspedal requirements are not recogni zed.

create distinctive environments that On the other hand, widdy adnowl edged quality environments tha are clear assets to dl
serve as amenities for the whole | gigents ofthe city lose some of their charader and value tothe community when only the standard
community should be protected or
maintained. For example: low-rent
industrial space for start-up enter-
prises; locations for industrial use
and development which could be
compromised by proximity to other,
incompatible, uses, including resi-
dential uses; small commercial en-
claves which directly serve their
immediate surrounding residential
neighborhood; locations appropriate
for gas stations, car repair facilities,
tow yards, etc.; structures or clusters
of structures eligible for local historic
district designation; or for designa-
tion as a local conservation district;
environments, as frequently found in
the Residence “A” districts, where a
unique combination of distinctive
architecture and landscaped open
space prevails; areas designated or
eligible as national register historic
districts.

zoning' controls are applied andther requirements are alsonot undersood.
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Pace of Development and Limitsto Total Devel opment

No morevexing issue complicaes the policy choices to be madefor the
future of Canbridge than that of defining the appropri ae amount, pace and ciraunstances of future
devd opment inthecity .

Therate of commercia development in the decadeof the 1980s wasninetimes therate for the
precedi ng two decades. With tha new devd opment, conbined with the adopti on of clasg fication, the
burden of the property tax | evy was shifted drametically over the decade fromresidentid property
owners to conmercial rate payers.

Thenew development of the 1980sprovides ad gnificant proportion of the current locd tax

levy: upwardsof 500,000 sjuare feet of new deve opment or substantial rehabilitation of existing A Pace of development or redevel-
opment should be-encouraged that

permits the maintenance of a
the City, within the constrantsof Propostion 2 112, in the absence of additiond revenuesources  healthy tax base, allows for adjust-
to the City. ment and adaptation to changing
economic conditions, and is consis-
tent with the City’s urban design and
perspectlveWI th additiond construction. other physical development objec-
Desirabl e construction fromthat perspective, however, might not be acceptebleunless other  tives yet does not unreasonably
disrupt the daily activities of the
city’s neighborhoods and residents
infrastructure, are adequetely adaressed. or overburden the city’s water and
Thedecadejug pagt witnessed much increasein traffic in the city, aswell as increased sewer infrastructure.

facilities might be required in succeadingyears to maintan thelevel of services now provided by

Many areasofthe City couldbedrametically inproved froma design or ubandes gn

considerati ons, such as auto traffic and congesti on and i ncressed demand onthe city's

disuptiondueto new congrudion. On numerous public occasions, citizens have expressed
annoyance withthelad of resi dent parking inneighborhoods and dislike of tall er and denser
buildings. Many ofthe conplants artiaul aed canbetieal to theobvious constructi on which took
place duringthe decade. Others, however, areless easily assgned to local ciraumstances as theregion
as awhole asounderwent drameti c changes duringtha same period. Thecity mus be cautiousin
extrapad ati ng the expetiences of the pagt ten yearsinto the futurelest future choi cesbe unnecessarily
constraned by outmoded objedives and shifting priorities.
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Palicy 13 suggests that the pace & which change occurs in thephysical
environment of Cambridge may be as significant an issue as any daermination of the
total amount of development tha should be permitted. The actud baance of the
multiple objedivestha define an acceptabl e pace of deved opment or an acceptable limit
to development will change over time with changing drcunstances. However
subjedively described, thepalicy does recogni ze thel egitimaete need to define limits to
the expansion of the phys cal environment of Canbridge.

Neverthd ess, under present drcurrstances, the pdicy assumes tha additiond
devd opment in Cambridge is possibl e, is desirabl e, andis necessary when it ocaursin
forms consi gent with the constrants i mplied by the sumofall the palides proposed in
this document. Additional physcal development nat consistent with thase policies or
which ocaurs & atoo rapid paceis understood tobe, at aminimum disruptivetothe
community and, at the extreme, har mful .

Given today's understanding of future development sandards, transporteion
technd ogies, infrastructure avail ahility , and desired environmentd amenities thereisa
limit to the amount of new devd opment the aty can accept; wdl considered reductions
in development patentid through rezoning, adopted inthe past and likdy in thefuture,
reflect that understanding. However, as devd opment sandards, transportaion
technd ogi es, infrastructure avail ability and standards of acceptabl e environmental
amenities change and evalvein thefuture, in ways that cannat beimaginedtoday, 0 to
does the asssessment of wha isorisnat an acceptablelevd of development. Whileit
would gopearto beseductivdy snpleto define"pace” and "limit" with arithmetic
precision, in real ity those noti ons are more abi guous than arithmeti c and perhaps nore
useful as mncepts whosevalidity is accepted andwhich are enployed as evalving
circumrstances are continually assessedin theddly business of meking planning
choices.
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Condrants on the avail abl e opti ons to finance local government,
and the condraints spedfically imposed by Proposition 2112, militae
againg good physica planning; they biaslocd decisions in favor of
physical growth & afinancid ratherthan aphysical or environmental
planning issue and severely limt thepractical planning choi ces the city
mey mekein definingits future. Funding of current City services cannot
be mai ntained within the basic limitsof2 112; new devd opment,
however, has provided alegal "end un" around those congraints.
Maintenance of the current level of services orthear expans on can only
be financed by therevenue fromnew development (aying aside
difficultto-forecas external sources of revenuelike grants fromstate
and federal govemments, etc., or whol e new sources of locd inorme) or
through increases in theresidentid contributionto the revenue gream

Onecan essily imagineapoint at which panful choiceswill have
to be made: baween suffering | oss of services, incressingthel evel of
resident financid support of thase servi ces, or enduring unacceptable
levds of phydcal development and its ancillary negaive i mpacts of
congegion, traffic, and thelike. Thetiming or naureofthat choiceis
beg not cal aulaed orpredicted by formula; rather, aconstantly vigilant
and sendtiveplanning process may bethe best meansto foresall the
choiceor mnimizeitsimpact.
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